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THE AEABIC POETION OF THE CAIRO 
GENIZAH AT CAMBRIDGE. 

{Fourteenth Article.) 

XXXII. 

Sa'adyah's Commentaby on Leviticus. 

Six leaves, ai x 18 cm. Orient, squ. char. 33 lines on 
page. 

The evidence in favour of Sa'adyah's authorship of the 
work of which this fragment forms a part is to be found in 
the following facts. The translation of the verses Lev. xi. 
ii-a8 (fol. 3 verso and 6 recto and verso) is identical with 
his recognized version of the Pentateuch. The same is the 
case with a quotation from Isaiah (v. 17), the explanation 
of which tallies with that existing in print. Not less 
characteristic of Sa'adyah is the polemical, and obviously 
anti-Qaraite tone of the fragment. There is, however, 
a difference between the discussion in this fragment and 
that on Exodus. Whilst in the latter the Qaraite opponents 
are always spoken of in the .plural, in the present one it 
is a single individual (" that man ") who is criticized. He 
is quite unmistakably indicated in the phrase : " This man 
in his striving for innovation" (fol. 5 verso). A few lines 
later on Sa'adyah quotes his opponent's view that fowls 
and " winged creeping things " form one category, and in 
order to avoid misunderstanding he gives the quotation in 
the Aramaic original Kin W» in. We are, therefore, justified 



ARABIC PORTION OP CAIRO GENIZAH AT CAMBRIDGE I37 

in assuming that this opponent is no other than Anan 
himself^. 

It is known that Sa'adyah initiated his anti-Qaraite 
writings with a treatise styled "Refutation of Anan 2." 
It might appear that our fragment forms part of this work 
rather than of the commentary on Leviticus, but this can- 
not be for various reasons. The references to earlier 
writings, notably the translation of the Pentateuch con- 
tained in the fragment, are sufficient to show that the two 
works are not identical. It is, therefore, clear that Sa'adyah, 
on the occasion of the exposition of the passages in ques- 
tion, repeated, and perhaps enlarged, his former arguments 
against Anan. The fragment probably gives a fair idea of 
the form and contents of the " Refutation of Anan." 

This fragment, as well as the previous one, give the 
reader a clear notion of the method observed by Sa'adyah 
in his commentary on the Pentateuch. He takes a group 
of verses dealing with one subject, and discusses the whole 
matter in a coherent treatise. If there is occasion for 
polemics he first gives the Rabbanite view, and then 
refutes that of his opponents. The group Lev. xi. 24-28 
is particularly illustrative of his method. To judge from 
the two specimens which have now come to light, the 
whole commentary must have been a work of considerable 
bulk, and it is ever to be regretted that so little of it 
escaped destruction. 

Sa'adyah's attack upon Anan is distinctly reflected in the 
works of subsequent Qaraite writers. Unfortunately I am 
not in a position to ascertain what criticism Jefeth ofiiers to 
Sa'adyah's remarks owing to a large gap in the MS. of the 
British Museum available for the purpose (Or. 2472). 

* On the Aramaic language in Anan's writings see Neubauer, Aus der 
Petersburger BiUiothek, p. 5, and Harkavy, Studien u. MittheilungenjVol.YJIl. 
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Several interesting parallels are to be found in Qirqisani's 
Kitah Al Anwar \ but I will only reproduce one passage, 
in which Anan's view is upheld without that of Sa'adyah's 
being mentioned^ " The Exilarch (Anan)," he says,"deduces 
a proof that fish caught by Gentiles are prohibited, from 
Num. xi. 23, which applies in a like manner to cattle and 
fish. Just as the term ^W implies that the slaughtering 
of sheep and cattle must be performed by a coreligionist, 
the word i^DN* teaches that the 'gathering in' of fish 
should be done by Jews. And Daniel (Al Qumisi) argues 
in a like manner, on the strength of Gen. ix. 4, concerning 
the prohibition of eating live fish or such (caught) dead." 
Sa'adyah finds two flaws in the opinion of Anan, men- 
tioned above, which he endeavours to expose at some 
length ^ 

A direct bearing on a passage in the fragment is found 
in the work of another Qaraite commentator whose name 
has not yet been identified *. " That man " (Sa'adyah), 

* See Poznanski in Steinschneider-Jubelschrift, pp. 195 sqq. 

" Brit, Mus. Or. 0578, fol. 61 recto (and 123 recto) : (jul. JjuX»ul Jj". 

■npai jMsn vb53l ^jm j^U^' (jsi ^^ eUJl J^l *JyS? An o^lil 
{jj]\ ^J^\ 1JJ» ^j I. ft:.) c?)~» J^ °f' '" ^3 n« dm J^ (J of^ '2n«» 

iM:a nica is »Jy» lij,* o^lj ^ d^l j^' Jcj dJi jjc JLJb 

' Fol. a verso sq. 

* Brit. Mus. Or. 3495, fol. 19 recto : OTiys >xh» Jm dsi ^anfw trtn J» otem 

f]VD j» ri^D mT ™» tbiBno tsb pD> j« pD' >2o'»< p !>pj mx <s'i> •i'jK ')^i:hH j» 
}» min bip (?) N nasi t2 kVi ^aaSx rn D'V j« M:')pi jssp: n^i fiinn tai rreiDta 
D'nasrtN |» SD rrt>»p njx 'n nam n'?ip Dto nd3 r^ "^ti js fiins nto 'aA« 
Tia'^n Dnrip -jSti nfjpj ara» »t dVi nsawto^n rrin unSnos dton D'jna mm 'd i'?«p 
':3i pin rm i^spi vnsan ja nab 'jnn is m n>rNa wrr r?n (so) n:»al> inrnV nni'i 
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he says, "imagines that Moses pointed out to the people 
the distinguishing marks of clean birds, which are those 
mentioned by the Eabbanites. He writes on many occa- 
sions that the opinion which he asserts was handed down 
on behalf of Moses from oral communication, and communi- 
cated from generation to generation in exactly the same 
words, without adding to or detracting anything from the 
same. We say that it was not in the power of Moses or 
any one else [to arrange] that words handed down on his 
behalf should be exactly the same as he used, as e. g. 
the words Ood spake are known to have been spoken by 
him. The sages teach in Torath Kohanim (Sifra, a. 1.) 
that they elicited these distinguishing marks [of clean birds 
from . . .] ^, but they did not . . . they handed them 
down. The word iru^oi?, they say, formed the basis of this 
deduction. 'Pigeons or young doves' stand as prototypes 
of birds of similar constitution and habits. This (the author 
rejoins) is not tradition, nor can it be. As the Torah does 
not mention the basis there can be no deduction from it K 
K we were to examine and refute all that they teach [on 
this matter] the discussion would become unduly prolonged." 

to j^towi ^rrm pw fpp: ppipi (so) r\\n p") vn mw yass \rh tt'c pnvo n:i» 
'jp: in D'V }« 'S» ^n n«Di*»^« D'mrtN jo ks'« winoKD (so) imo jm nsvcd 
ns» miDi np «d fibna wi3« ^'T\ nno ^prD te« rt ^^T nV n')')«i -pi rrs' f]'3i 
n'33rtM fMbm hmh n^Vy "tot max h33«. On the alleged author see 
Poznanski in J. Q. B., XVIII, 227. 

* See Sa'adyah's remarks on this point, fol. 3 recto. 

* Pigeons or other clean birds are not mentioned in the chapter dealing 
with the question. 
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T-S. 10. Ca. I. 

I recto. 

mino Dna nE^y n^ i^'i ■•a ijiDi^N idsb o'-aan^N niaii bxi'N i6n ^jyo ^id "jyo 

nsnyD rcpam no'h ks^n pp''B' fiaa^ is i^j-ii ivpt^n '•jyo sin isaa 

fpt? hsi'N piDsi^vS IB bap Noi) iN-i^Q riyiB'bN Nnn^y? riDS^ »n nojni NnoDn 

vn'' Y?^ bit.pf\ Tfbv iNpa iNia mxiD nd nj^ mB« |n amm n:h en 

D^'' Tin Nnoinb }d ii?3Kn n^j jn in nJ? vn"- fpci •'hpa nxno |n •'3»' caij 

ivp ND -iiDan^N }» p"- cii' ivptrn dni'33 hni {jsp soi' N'i''N nhh nxjyD nd 

aao^JN Ninisi xnio nsanN^'N nan (-ai^N join nd ini) naa^s }Dsn nd ini nn 

NOD poi'Na aoan^N icnii) 'ji niajo li? )^n icn I'd ijspa nijsn nxjJN 

ivpt?n Qnba nsi n''B bi^p n»3« Sn^n pidb^n jn3 ix n^oa d^^ n^x T'yisijN 

tannbii foiib yea "'i'N nNya nn''Di5N nt nbj jn N3^3l? "Tintw^K itoi 

Nnn^N^j^ ^ . . nia riisan^N a^bv ion ii.'>&ti n ini ni aoan^JN *i6na 

)iN N3Ki>N ^Np DNnpxi'N ^'''NiN^N iijK )» i'lN^'NB Nnnwn^ ^1 

1 (?) iD-iDi* NON pill 3nn }D rhb onp"' n^N i'NO^N niji mB'i 

DniN-131 isNpi ni'ai' iy \)-m6 w^b'''1 in*3''1 oyn ^ai nnE'n ^3 inoc"'! 

NOB B«N 2b bv nbv^ "itrN eioa bs i?i n3B'N nd^ in '31 qoan ai la 

-inani ab) vnpbb nn3-i idjt njN "by^ na nani )n i^i ihn"' }ioi» ^n'' 

'•i'Njjn *ip nbbv.) rbbi^ btta mvh n^a fi^y^Ni ii>i n'-^y Dxnn •'B'3 tod 

[i']iN^Ni nNiDDijN n^D in iN jjNDDN^Ni aoan^JN '•^N n3Nn!'N }j? NTiaa Nii'y 

? j?D N-in ripisisb yi'sio^N i'NDi'N iJNn^Ni 'ai anjn i^ji Pioan li' bapi 

ninan nd p^yi"' onjN i^jn na-iisNi aoao^f' na pyn^N rii^hno 

psi xij ni'jBTo }N^ nia rii'yi'Ni n^i ciniijy ONin ntSid pasDoi'ij 

IB nnay nj?Dp ip iwa n^ns^ na^nni p n^ py in be'"' Noa 
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ian '•a ini nnyas snNj? |n3 )ni njjwa nain ipa n^n? jsa )ni ii5"i3 nD^JDi 

■•a Ncnnii ri?"' N^a ts Non^a yp'' rni'N n{}^Di»Ni niaal^N SiiNi ni? a^sa Hi's 

NDmi53N NcnaNnxKi 'ji uijaNn nnye'a pi bt^nKha T'nd ^a jN^av b onp^N 

»a aspn Nh Nona nan'- )n nn^ ^n^ xi^a jnai'N }d iiaa^N nN[a]naN lya 

iAib rhbn p^dn •'ni'N riyasDljN fi^oba ^N[D]n ^i5Ni :i'Nt3iN3 jnn xh piDi5N 

cia^ pNH naK* nn^ni rixp »a hib'nd Noa njpiip nsipDa nhjo bxi'N 

nya n'bv Qsina NniDii p na rUpwb |t5D3N iia niax nidb 'ji nbxi' 

niaitii nibi sn "las^N njaiNi'si : tapa nbh^b npi'taN sojn NnjN!? 

Nna rinwni'N pi'n'' oh na-iDi n^aa yu n^^s p^tax D''E'»'Ti Q''spsj> 

npl'DN NOiN ''3N Nina m^ iiao "in n^aa i>a "i^Nn n^ !?np ncjn naxij 

. . f'ly pNyij nonn nhjn t-j Nn^aN lis? jNa '•n^N ^^n yan jn [n]i> 

IDD^N ina ci''VpE' NDN1 NiojjniD finNJni'i' Nnnnsyn in i^ p^jCdn n»i] 

TiND ina n-'B'Di ncni wperi crnijaj nxi '•a NJmE> Nioa [ndd^n] 

bv twin j'lK^n ba DaTic'aj hn ixpu'Ji n^i pa dnih^n auii'N 

niDHD Q''n ni>a3 |n oyf nd '•a pAnnDi'N }>» nd5n iph pxn 

inn n^Ji nNaa nd oii ixpi^n on^aa nNi Nn'-a nhpi* NnnoeN^o 

^an^N dNin pp^ty Nn^a ainac^N n )n Noa ^Npa siiy nbj Nn^b dnpn 

ppiB' |N 1^1 na mba dN-in pp^sj^ n^a ainaoi'N t-nu^n iNiaa Nna 

N^J f\)vn }D ispB'n nljN nNi ^Np iN nij^aN^N ^a ainan )n nojn "vmbii 

si^a n!? ^Npi )N N^iN N"in la ni^JN loa^N inu ia niii'N"! cin y\>^ ibNi 

)ian }N rn fioDN^o^N ncn NniN n^N ^a ^n^N ppiB* rioa^ i^jj noan 

N3^p ND3 finNaniiN nan pa^ |n ma ^iN NCNa Ib'n in nh }d ^5n 
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a recto. 

Nmy '•a IN rh ''3t6 bttp in }n3 v^33 d33»i NotJ' nhod jd pa*' }k ina ^jpn^ ncni 

xh rvQ rh Ino Ni» dn^ s-ina nx^m mo N3»r^» d^i noab ia''b]i "ion n^c 

Nna )5nb "iiono n nijaa jn }d mNi« nd D-'i'Dna h^^jn ikjj^ on may pna 

pp*B> fioai) la NonyNonaN!' hp* n)«a tnq5>k N.Ti>y nopN «i>3 Nn!» hap^ 

pa pp^ty naai»3 ani»3N mn kojn ns^n c^nB' hjob' inb wn n!? i'«p*a 

nin yoa ipi ^^?^ i>y emn psrn i>33 D3''nB>B3 nx ivpE>n xh 

^ijy 351 ^pa pp^tj' qdn niJNiaijNi ini'N ^n» nws^K a^snu'^K "t-sdi hbti 

f\ Djan «D3 NW31 W03 DJjn n''JN"i3^Ni i>D3^N fian |n ^aiijK Kin dn'-p 

n''n n5>33 I'jjj'' jn ni:)6^ dj?3 pp'-e* qdx Nnyoa Ijob* nd^ o^jfisj' 

[d]m^ di> 5>13D p> fxi K»D DDK ^B KDnyKomx^ nDn3 nba ^n» dji* 

[nD''N]p» p3 "iDji'N ijy pna i6 mnb ndo noai' »fl KonyNonJN^ sri^N i>nD 

(1) p , . , i»J N03 DyjN in |NB nK0D3 nsoo no'iNpo pai ppiK'3 pp^B* 

in . . . in |Ni K3K13M rh]ii nd f*p3i j?nd?n1'ni I'ji'N inni nnb tio ipa 

NDDn tb tiiy nijaj }n }m3» }n 'I'm ivp fjin^N Kin ^"ua nnb pp: ipa 

fpj rrbv pan"- iNiai }ido' ri'JNisijNi piba f« nDtij fx »5'N moN n3 isSa 

lij noyba ni'33 nxoo 3Nna^N fxi* nbx ONnn n'^obtt "poba in nijxp kd 

NiD''i'Dn yo n!'3N i6n^ nod win (sa npi? inNoijN Toobti in nbi »ddd^k |^?a 

hx n^Jipij d?3!jn ^ODi'N in nba '•ddo^'n pjj Dxy ni'3i bs )bsm vh rhba b)p jx 

*b W Nina ivpKTi Dnba riNi ibxn n^j D"ik'3o oa^ vn' j^pc^ pioai's 

hpJ ?N in sipN^tNa NTvo DNnn in Noa (N)DNin rfNDi'N djj^n ii2ob» }N 

}N ly n"'35n wa^J nnio {jxh ••a NONnn }Na ib inNO^N nooisN in yop Ta |» 

INa Nn"t5 Djal'N ain Noi? nax N^tx xn'^o iNa NiN oaai^N idd^'n Na^^jy Dim 

DN'pi'N pno •>b» 3-ipN Nim ONnns o-b hno Nix nnxoi'x looi'x ix 'b br xin 
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a verso. 



b)p: wah lyB'^ t6 mi Qs-in^N yiio ^a b^brha mn bi}i> }d --a i?)p Naa 
Dyn bp:biA naxa ndd p^ i'si'nnDN^N Kin jd n^j J'xi'n ''a(N)i?i'N idd^jn |n 
rva ND3K hp Nini }did rrfs'' in n^as ^jh' n^ n»D^N }n Ni'-N baii'K sin 

nx DK fjIDI^N i^ip jD naiDN IDoi'N 'hv 3?1N WN i'lsi'N KDi^N NCi3 lyS ND3 

^JNpa nD^^2^N "hy noNps njs a^N nd3^n on hrb nsdi dh^ pidn^ ont 'n b 

iT'Ntaa li's iNiaijN ^a n*ipo!'Na on^ on^ naoj *a niNDn ip na'-DNi'si hdmk'^n 

minx •'■ii'N i'''hi'« nsi }d o^^a "lasai'N nn^ai cnm wa |ni wn hpj )s in 

N"iN DiijuD^N }D WN i?^i^ Nmen'' }n ^^n n3» xnpi'D'' }n ^itN a•^p^? ni»''i»n \»b 

n^jya n^JN in onTJ fx Dsija^N xin riip fs mb ^\ihn xin ^ya'' Dip |y ij^ 

iB>yi nhp itfiD DnoaJN^ on i^ya'' ^ip-ia ^j?a^« >a b'^apba. hnykr< }n ;n nni> 

bia^ ^nB'NiD D^on nnas nxi n'-jnn m *i*n npn n's'ni n^ifx an^ 

jibxa^JN on DnjN oba ninxi'Na D^i? li*-! nxin ni»ip yoi on!? la^M 

nba*- |» nitn' }n DnoaJN^ \bv&'' b'^ti.pbti b^p "-iyo )ia^ jn na* ija DnDajsi? 

fiflai'N on'-^N 3DJ'' oh cnb !?saj^ i>Np sis sr-aa ywoo iy sini onT'j Dni> 

^yxa^N D*i? }N "'i'y K^'-h i^^ ^^aa fina^N pijysai'N on uia* jn }d lyas in 

Dh ^3 *D33» Dnij nw D''jn3f's *a dhIj i>Np ip ni'i'N jn hbvi ipi on n5>n 

"IK'S b nsi Q''ii'i'N IB i»Npi Dn^ Nn^Joyi DnT-j b on Nnii>yB* |n ti^ 

li'T }1^i'^{^ a<in:ibii b:i jiijyai pn^N on )n nn* oh nsyi Dni5 ne^y 

Nnn i»"i^n n^n ■iaN3ijN finun onnn ^ijy i'^i>n xi'a rtaaba n^a lisa Dni> 

ND3N jro N33h on^ Dnt5« ^Np "IN Nni'^i'nn ^i^N 3-ipNi'N in ]iab {jj-i^n 

}» Dn^ noa^ Dipoi jNui^N sin ijya p^^<x^N bpiba "b^. Nin ^a y?-i: 

Qi-inn 3?in }t« |» ^»Di5N yo vii's Dnl? DpDi i-dj mi^nc dnnn 3w^n 
JN ^inp* Qni* fjDS'' oni? onc^ uj^n Jjip j« n''^N wo^ci' on '•la naiDN 
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3 recto. 

in D'b p)DBbK tan \vh Nonnn t6) Niian 331* tan t c»5' pbssi'N on ««■• 

'ji cin^ ena'"' ipai ]ii)in pi na-i }d '>2ihti DNnanoN in xdjni w nb) "na 

tl~ixyn»^N inND no3N '•nji'Ni icNijN ysiD '•a DNnsnoN^Ni rii'Doi'N b? J01 

DNnariDNi nijoD ndn "ijsyD ii nnx jd 1^31 ab dn^3 b jn ^^'^1 dwIjn pa 

ijyax n^ipa inji -i»n in nai na fjo ihpa laa^ asia in nij ps jo ^i'1p^ 

fsija N"! lijipi ^n3 i« '•i' am ijljjjn ^hp^ j>aK>n in '••ia ban xi^i '•'ia 

T-j noani *i5n!'N ly in dndpn fiba nin [d nnxi ija }n nixii'N }Na ND^a 

inn nbv n^ njx wd pani idn^'n vsid ''a naai'N b? p %i nsnx noan 

Nj^ ixai* niNoa po nion naa^s bv?' jn n'-^x oijoj }n t^m )b n?n Dh dn^^n 

DnB* in Dih nixy^N ^b in n)03n pidn» axna^K i>ip ts li'T 1J?3 hp: |n 

}ia"i IN nmxy id njxi' nD''nB> ^^n n''a pjxnn^ ndjn ipai in:* in i^ii 

[^■•Jp ib'ibsi Niiaio pa'' in nniNj? i» o'bs ^DDi5N1 dnj^n p3 No^a niijid 

B>nii'N *a nijip tdj nnn N3nnN3j; pani i3i» nd Nn3 njN^ na''DN n^a 

[nt-d] in NtJ'ni iDJN^N NintyN )b b ti-i{j> in d''^ ni^N siiy in n''n i*x nw ib'n 

*!']> niv^ lE^N i»Np N»3N 3Nna^N ph N»nN»i n^oan nDri'i' ni? Nam in 

N3Na nN i^v^JNa in ndjn B'ni^Ni T'nd^'n i^bnon b'Hi in[^] mNyi'N pnta 

riixyijN fin? "liju on!' sidn'' Ni''N nhp pa^a dnjSjn yo iNJaoi Diij 

nJNi DIB* in »)DN^ IN i^ nnyaNHD wk' li? n^n nya DJi Nn^'-aoi 

fiNiNDD^N Tin '•i'N nNiiNyoi'N nf)i?b bi^p Noa nona nD''nK> ''bv dnpd 

^n^N3 nB''DN^N pan in norij nointJ^^Na na-'ONi'N d'inp njN ini NDnj'-a 

no^nB'^N IN Noa nj'-ya liy id na''DN^N pan ini ri^Na na^na'i'N in Noa 

DNin NnjDi ijN^n NnjD fiiiha nxn? na^DN^ij pa'' ini nj'-ya liry id 

Dtni'"' IN NDNa DNin NnjDi ^N^n NnjD riniia nxn? nD'-nB'i'i' in Noa 

pa^N Nin i^n'-i typ::: mbv 'hv iiy in Nnb iidn^n nina 

' MS. rrt«a. 
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3 verso. 



}D niDnn |t« a?'- nd tarn nb^ m) rhi6 hixp nnN-im rhvhn t-sqIjk f-nsi 

xivi'Ni tarhn) mm mo : kpjn^ni aspyi^Ni idj!'n oxajK DnjNi> ibv i6 i^kq^x 

siND^JNi fiKM^Ni Dsyii'Ni fijo : NnasJVNi a'-as-wi's j>i»ai m t snBiJsi 

-iiNDijN yai j>»»?i bi J 55'Ns3!'Ki iHini'Ni NnawxNi nna^Ni npx^Jxi mo 

T'Noi'N 313T yo? )D nibi Nnn non tn : nJ? d?i ma i>?-iN i "-^y ^!'NDi'N 

NO Nin m : psi'N •'i>y Nona an' n^j-is pia pysia ni? nd i ^^y i^nd^'n 

anjj^Ni nawifi ^j-ih^ni nawsi san^Ni nawxi nxia^N qhjd ni^asn 

IP : dai* Djn ina Ijj-in 1 n^ n^N T-NoiiN aun tindi bi : nauxi 

N^anyn^ }N3 Nin }n Nj^pi TiKta 3^n nin nnini'N caoa ^a 'jyoI^N nanitt* 

NflNJDnn ip N33 INI Tito B^JN nin |N N^JN DiJ^JN JO ihSN inNt2i>N n'ND^N |N 

i6) noDta in njx ppnna nb wn^x 'a ypi ib pB'i'N [nb Njyoo s»3 

}N ''i'y n^"! ^la -IN1D i inroi) n'a 3in3» no picy^JN nin yn jn nd'-d 

a''3ni>N yif fx 351 ^pa Sba nin '-a no^^ dNin "i5n f[m Njnxn (in '•i'y) 

noD^Ni n''Nn3i>N 13 yii no3 ^N^n^N id ONnn^N -iind^jn Nn3 ron-' nxoN^y 

N3N i^ii nn3^N nDN^jy ''ba NJn^'' '•ni^'n ^3J ab i?^ w NJsna nIni 

p3 0^5 n^n -iintJ'D^N dNcni?N ''Si xmaj no rioN^jy '•i'N njndin in 

Non IN Nmij bv^i in3 n3o ''i?iN Ni'''!'i NJ^J noN^'yi'N "i^n ijyaj in3 

Tiao mm ni^jy n^n ^sm N^a nvNia b yonan ^nn in Nynsj 

DNON^y rioN^N NoyN np dN^D^JN n'-^jy hon^N pa'' in Nin p ajia 

mini y3XN )b ^ ib at pjian^N Nn^jpj no ini nnND^N iiNoijN ia 

ini>N nNON^yijN i^Np nino biNi onn i^ni f\bp2 N3pipi pari 

ntypin riDJNpi ri^Sini nmt v^^a t niNti^N ^n i'ni Nn3 
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4 recto. 

n"'B yonan in ^b^bn pa"" vh t-no^n o'-h i^Np Din onna'' nb ])y \^ riyiD 

>ni inMiD ^JS '•a snjo *i3 si* nNCxi'pi'N \o nin«i ^a riNOx^y ^^jn rhn 

inym \»b nSiyo t-j ni'DnD nyassN pan }n ifji fs'-ai DinBi Ni» pa'' }n 

n&KVJK n3Ni»K Sl'N 10 niN ftoabv n^N ciji nDnai>i» nNij>nDNi>K in »3nvn5'n 

n''3Nrii'N rittNbi'N li>n fa<ia i^d^n n^J-i bs sona bn prunx Tsn >nn nin 'ba 

»b n3N ^^jn Dina* vh) ri^yin nf> nato hpN Ni^ino lasi'N nJi^fti5N fo nata nd 

D>!5 }N "-bi Dina'' N^i TNT ysxN ni> in nnWin icpan sh ni) t-nt pasK 

}o iT-a D>i) }s >b]r\ onna'' xh na'pan nnojNp in pmiN^N pnoN^^N iT-a 

i>pj^ Nnn *iyai i>Ni)n ma nnavi ndo }n3 mdb '>^ pmax^'N pnDNi»yi>N 

rrtn to rnm) rva o'h mm ■>D3i»N T'ts 3i5N run }n N'«a3N^N p npnod p^in^jn 

iT-a 3N"wi»Ni •li'N nnn 10 riinxi Konj» inNi ^Ja "-a Np3»i>Ni SKpy^Ni 'li'N 

[|]o S 3 Nnot3 nnNi i>3 ^aa S^ in ni'N '•cDi'N T'bi'N i^ndi nNON^'yi'N jo 3 

[n]i>^N Nnonn onnan m no 330^*3 Dinan i^n »d NnjN t-j riNONb^N 

[■•a] aNnm D-ine^ »b t-no^jn pa^ }n \n niotNi>i'N noNi'yi'N ^b•^i'a Tixan 

pno]N* nb »i>N»n ni'i'N }n hpj }n nafi'' npi pnoNi>y T-xn ^nn naN 'b» int 

INna iN3 NO N^'N bii<bb ints^ th iNiai nay ■''i b »b» r\b aip'' |Na 

PNpnnDN^* t6 nNvpNi my3N DN^naN^ ib^i 3!5N301 3nj ■'i b noni 

IN t™ wanyi* i^j-i i'ya n3ai> pyiaoo i^ia DnaNi* n^Ji ipnnoN 

i»no npi yNa t-ib' i>3 in dnj^jn |o >>{poi>N lyaoi^Ni ei^ay i>3 in iNnaoijN 

n^yi ncaa nan i>Np "in nD-inBoi>N iN'-ON^'Na }>Di»N6^N oniba p ^'>iiiJ?» 

nvpo pimo '•D Ti^jy "^ tw Niw ijNpi n"ix3 bv I'-aaa c^-ib^i nNT-i 

INiai m^Dnn •'aaaa D-iaja mn^i NiCN i>Npi le^an nNi* iB'Na piNn 

■lyo nnN oan p {jy b»p "in riD-inaoijN CNna^Ni iDNi'K3 ins^Noi^N bf\o 

^^ YTO dn^sa niyni'o ijNpi ')i cnny ^y npB> noa ome^ many aw 
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4 verso. 



bapn 'y\ 5iita -byo nax b«S» ipnj on'-aa ijiyi i'nK> b\pf\ nnx msB' ij^pi 

CNna^sa ]T\W?h '?no Kin Dsyai cunii' naatw? a*N3!> Tina '•B'aj "Tin 

nniNaj? ibxi ana cno niaini o-oia o'-jyaa iy-ii ^«p is na''ayi'N 

m5a NmiS xn^at*'' nfixDi't* n3>»D^N pitiNi)^! Nn3«nj» ■•i'y eiK-oisx '•ynn 

wain moai laTi injpo b n« jnan DW'nni>« n5i» p ?K™[tt] oiana 

naina ■ib'n i'a» n^ipi> nann ^json j>i«i'« nax '•at*^ ninso piiN cno 

rbviSi pobn na nw* iikd in '•Don pN^s ddn |«3i n3t3B>n p« ijnp* ah 

DriB'ai Dnsyi ns^« pni'Kxi'K *a ij^pi nwoB> nwix Din» nia-in jiiio 

Dninms ^« a^avai ^xp is ffsaha T'soi'Na N'Sfx Dni>ftt3i paiD i^jya 

hyiJK an» jsnao -rtt5'« p«» navai on^oa -iiaxa mn'' nS^ni 

nina idn n»3n li'Njjn n3« xir'N ij^p* npi ilyn^Jsi ■«ai>t< pto 

njo ptOB'N niwio amnb aipn )s TiNDisNi D^snaiix \o j>N3K>Ni5K 

n3ia-ip''i npwa n*iN-ins^« it'IJ'' }n ayni'N dnab* d^ mxaya fph) 

DKin Nnyo n'«b'ni jw-i^k }t< oyr pino^N ji-yai nxj nv'-k ini 

NJinn ttt'' |« t«3 li'a nNosisj; n^x nin y»y Jxaii'N nn siini «nb« 

n''a i'Np'' |N aj'' no ins aNJii5N |tob nax bvhn p x^n ib'n i's^'n 

b''D Nisa f|yirNi'«i 'itfN^N Ncnpn^'' |t« na'' n^ is^'x^'n^t* lai? i?i 

«ao N»i'N ao* Qtwsn^N jt'si '•jn^ ^Jsp s-in '•^ -ib'hi «» yna»i>N sin 

ijya }Di ni? ij«p"'i>a ^xn^x nnna asai^JN las Di>i Spt naNia pn 

TNji>N yasN^N }D xn^a jn rii^noi't* nN»Nbi>« >n fNiai>N nnn 

nv •'nn «ina nan vip'^ »b b i!>i lay rh p-ia n^ naxa pni'vinijNi 

ifltsni'i' riNONl'y Naw'' }n tia^ ^b Kon^ijN isp ^ni's posi'yi'N psn }n 

■•n «Da« DKini'Ni i'xi'ni'N "-b n^Kii's nt<o«bi'N lt< l^Jii fifia^N oaan xin 

ND"'«T orhb naxnao n^DoaisK jiNasi'yi'x }n^ i^NyaK^N '•a nb Doa^N '•a 
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5 recto. 

npiBDijN fiNijON^N IN w»b ipi n5N 3yni riiNn pan n''i'j?D^N nKDxi'yi'Ki 
nNJaSjN ixiai DoaijN *a pnDnijy riii'Nyi'N DKiiNijK my na idsd^n -iN-injN^K^ 

}mi n»DJ '•a nx^n •Y'NDi'N maidv }«n |n iii'ioji"' rixtxiD^xa |to |n 331 ipa 

ilDiNp^NI ri^Sini'NI WXN^K l^Ntsi'N DD? "-a N31K3N NH^SpJ Tli'N nNDNbijN ^33 

i'NVaNi'N *a a N03Na prnnoi'K '•^ixn na *nx n» ndni DN-)nat<i'N p rba i'D-ni 

Qninp NS'-N na j>ai3'' nd Nina rinaf'N 3Nn5i>N nNDKijj?^ nnaNtyD no'!? ap& 

myx '•a iT'i'N n3D3 ^rha ^arrhti '•a niisio nDinaoi'N nNoxi'yi'N ]vh ni^Ni 

■••iai isia no'-^ smylN ti^jn iTin onnsDNi'yi n*Nn3Ni ma-i *a nT-aai 

*nn DNDx^y^N '■a MNono '•hsNi'Ni na-i^N iiaa^Ni T'sxI'n [«'• jn ispvi^N pia* 

[wnjiriN Tpa jr'D3fjN >a fnnom Nna wsax nNDNijjn |"a''i rhbiA i»^h n!Jfi"' 

Qn] ns)1n njNa Qn3» ^nsN jNa }» n»ni dipSn '•i'lNn nNjnx n» ■bv noai't* 

p }]y nsn^N . . pi |''3NaB'^Ni nNDni5N n^jn T'sd^'n vd? nbn'' n3N Dj?r NS3 xin 

n^ijNi n3» rbba ni'apa -inxD^'N -i^Nt3i>N y*»3 p a-ip nw jn asna^N hip i?i 

rh a-ip3 |Na [■ip'']k m33 oh na idn no bm tda paxipi'N }o i'ap'' n^ ryi iji 

p3NaB>!jN1 QNOn^N nIjH inND^'N T'SD^'N n3N N3Db Tpa p3NaB>i'N1 QNOn^N N^'N 

Tinen fiiy.n i'aoi Nipi }n bp i'sii'N Nin nn aSyno n3ni nSn hpNa 

ni'i'N ^Np ipi nxia noN^N }Na Nisa minon nonan i'ao np'-i Ip'" ob 

ab minD nana wnxn jn *ipi i53i^N xini niwDn nonan ijao np'-t 

wnxn fia'' |t« na3N Nca '31 Ti»n''i *axi b>n ini n'-b' ni3 Nn3iD a-ip* 

}N NDNa NDnnaB'N n»i Sai'Ni 3N3ni'N ini n'-b* ni3 n3D anp'' oij nino fjiy 

T-aa Niaa xina Piiy^N '•a bap nd 5>nD n»na '•a nctb'' -iDNiJN j« Q^jr ni" }ia* 

Nin n^ip *73j;a *i»Ni ItfN Nina .T-iDn^N nxpi iH q^j? pa'' jn 
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5 verso. 



ru» bp np )i3''S i?'i wd ni»i5N bpi inaaba -I'-soi'N yoa anp n3« Djn n»3 

TTia t'^^'iP^^ n^^ ND si'N D'-N.nai'N |o inND i6 nm nvr< in na -ids'' hb no 

IN Dsir IN 'Ji Tionii UV1 ii'-N 'ji ibNn ib'n nonan unt 'havn rhba bip 

N»''Nn3 NJHNn }N m NM fN3ip^^ ni^sD i6 n"inNti riT-na nin'-bn wriNn 

i'lp'-a nann^ in hn^n nNJo^Ni n*i>N nxjoo '•i^N Nnni jNanpi)!? ni^xn n^j ni^ha 

jrtt? iinon fiipn i>aoi nhpi nosnai'N i>j>a n-iinon nonan i>aD nhp )n 

^NI^N loriD"' NnJD "Tl^N HD^NpO ^JNlDaN 'hn INlf l^is Dann JNS -I^NDijN 

p^iNDHD !'••'{$' ninon i^iyn i>a»i minDrr n»nan i>a» i>Np aNnai»N }n ^i''^1 

inn }Nana^ si''a nyB* rv'i' n'-s jndnpj^ i6 fiiiv^N n^ina N»n nd iNa ins 

rijnai'N "ixp no!' biiba jai'i Nnn lo aipN in ^k> DN'-pi'N ••a jia^ i>ni iNDxpr 

in iNj) Tin hp^JN N"in ny^p'' d!>i ''5>n3* oh nai in not^i no ^Ijn nax* oi' 

pB> in ^•ii'N -i^Noi'N a'-aT nons Ijnpi N^nnoN nJN ini nn!)!? ypn no^ . . j ■'ijy 

Dnp ip ini anp'' n!* n^N by) i'N^'n n^jaNS iNjjNia ni> |Na no ba siiyn 

NnNa in nj^d nn nbab i»Np Noa im fiw {'"in sjiy |n i'Npi Nin bp 

N-iN njN p ini nnijj? j-pj in nojn N-in nNJnriDNa ••T-a . . . . nIjn jNa 

siNJifN in fiiyn pB' }Na niiia ip wa n-in ni> ^Np'-a fisan ip na wnnoN 

i6 njN }o fio*ip NO mpj npa aipn t^b nwn ^bi Nnb iiNijn \ni *i*jia 

nnN |o noN^JN li'a'' mb n's^n ii>i ijj?a }Na-ip5>i' rh)i no n^'n "inNO i^nd 

^•ii'N p^N n"i« nnfjyi) ntio dnih nNi?^N jj'-oj |n Dvr in non i'two S 

mbv ppj^a fjijij N^'^ivn nN-iai'N i'"n3 np*' in li'aNn ono n^JN tin n^a p 

j'ji'N yjjN N^oa jnoN^N Dt!''' IN a^p^ ub )ni i'Ni'n nNii^JN |n npN ip "in 

NONnn nbbi^ i'lpi' N^'N^'n nj?o dn-ih i'N^'n iN-i?i>N )n hn Dyria nni»yi 

iNia^N rivp iai ri^w i»miw >a pa'' d!' i'Nni'N nin bfm '•i'N iNii 01 nni'vi' 
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6 recto. 

i>Np lain 'Ji sjiyn pt5> bsiQ ibsn nt riN in i>Np N»i» {jiNiiN n»n Nnn-iB>j ni»M 

njNij n^N bubn ixyNia ni* inij b o'b \» woi'yN ibxn dno rha dn 

^iD-ii'N TDsn i^» i?'^ '■a w^Nnxa ib^n ono rh» m b^p) i?"! lya y^i ip 

i»3iN ^ ni? |to N» 'HI JiNONi'y ^ Ni'-N ir\ *a NByx nJio bpih^ '•a nji 

Q-'i))-! yniN N[3]Ni'N b^pb ruia fioKj? >Djn nnnwN nitoi iNyx'nai riroaN -ii 

n»3 aNri3i>K j^a n^»i>N nini»a nil nx mam vajai vhoipi diaja yaiNi 

DN^ ana^i Q^jJia ^b "wn aNnai»N i>ip 3i»Ni i^jaNJi ono ni>N nx i>Npi 5y no 

ni)v i'NH ia iNyNia nb pa'' now iNnai'N *a in phNi>N rr-a i>Npa ai»D^N ab bho sj^n 

)N "h^n yy* d^yia xi* ib'n n^Jipa aNnai»N '•oiNa ntapNon "laa in NiNa 

T-ya nt^N non dpi « hp^N iN^ai i'N^'n ma ni? }Na ipi "in ■<& jn^n n^ D''i> 

, , i>N ''jyDi>Ni fi^N dNi> ana> nijN 1^ i>a VNa mra thlajo Noa noin ii> ib'n 

/'[^j] anx *i "hv r\:i6 i'lpaa Piiy j'pu' q*n-ik» '•a p^oNia 1 >5jn njNn^N n» 

[iNyN-ia] nij o^^ nijN T-JsijN -i^no^in a*an p }Na no ndn {jNisn yaNii'Ni dNin 

ii>[aN'' vi]b dai) Nin noo fiiyn j'ne' bi min njw '•a nhp^ dNin ma 

»B>o'' N^ )N "iij iiJiN •! n^ |Na NO NS*N ni>'iai nnai'N d''i>ji -lani diji 

yaiN by i?)nn fjiyn pB' ^a NipM •<& nb)pb NifN dN-in ma Nnii>y 

riNanoi'N laNi'N riNONi'yi'N iindi iNyNiaiiN nb }Na no abti i'aN'' n^j j'PB' 

•h^ JNnn'' Dii> leo^JNa inij^jn }n ijpjijN '•a n3n?i i>Ni'n m i?"! [xa i'pji'N '•a 

} Tmrc mi nnvn *a Ni>3 no riNns^N b^ ''by i^N^n m bi yo? n^ nn"'3n 

i-rin 101 n^Nh nhpi> btii^ni d''Nn3i'N o^Mn rtsp Nin liri^i 
dni»''N3J }o bi^n p 'i)ai'5ai tyitbn "h^ Dii'< dn^''N3J3 >Jt p fja lOJJNa 
fj^oa naijoo m '•n^N d-'Nna^'N yo? p bh : a^Joi^N '•i'N d?3''1 naN'-ii boi'' 
dn3 '•n p b dai» 3Di3 Tia n^y^ NnD''i> iNinaNi ripiao Nno'-^ p''isni 

^ tat omitted in ed. Derenbourg. 
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6 verso. 



aa^ 053 ins j>31n -bv ip^ts^K &n\bii jyo? |» rriaa ''hv i?[vi]o hy\ ^ dm 

nin '•B WNDip rmSs n» n^n '•anx : o:)b dnmn \n ^N'^^ yjoijN ^i>N d33*i 

}« ma phsi'N moa n» NKxa pnino^N njnax n» i^t im fijnx an nnw^N 

nojji'N B'prti'Ni D'-Nna^JN yoa ini nniB* Ko'^'na nn"" iNoan n^xh ni>i»N hp 

yotJi no-IB no-iBD Nin ib'n 'ipi? ripnaD tj ria^oio njt« liji '•ai wb nid 

riai'DO Ni? in nijjjD rorx mai 'ip^ nnnao i^j ripiaoi fia^Dio in nyoiB^ naa^N 

|N ini "rnsi nin jtdj '•a aani^N 'ai n^nn 5>a3 vaa i>y ihn bi hpi* rinnp xh 

nnnsa *a p5 nax^ni in dm'' xn^on }di nax'-A xh in oaj'' xna '•an |o |i3» 

ab) aiyn nj; nodi i^ja oaa^ DJibao xsran bi anijaja wan i»a i>ipi>N 

l^-i iia^ |N lya nnijoa i>i:n }o fai nba^N jo na i»on }o pa xanay pia 

nmoa '••i^N nonan bij inddo ni'Ni'i T>Dan iia'-i nainn nMipoa ita . , . 

nwpD non^oi* B-iNan Na^fn iB>aN bn jnan niyi'N idn'-i ni>ip^ [p] 

nxaK'Ni -inB'i'N }o ne'Nyl'N nNayo tnnij iie^ya nijipai nDni5[on p] 

Ntfan bi iNoen niixh p'-dnib h >n ■^rha trupb^ rein }« '•aN-' nbya iri 

risp Naiay xnb 'ai anba nx xnani 'ai ihn bi 'ai nonan i>aii 

aan xnh riinxi }*n3B'n '•n b poan xn^a sh noiDpo no'-i' ninNi 

bv l^in bi '•ai nonan bi? '•a ain30 in no ma j'NSB'Ni'N nonb nnNi 

Nonbp 3Nn3^N ijyai nvm niona iNyoa"" ppwai'N pNn }Na 'ai i^aa 

bvi an Notai viaa oaa'' ani'33o Ntsnan bi noq* yaan b '•n rinnNB 

Dss^ anba nN NE>ani nod^ yaian b mi Nn'-a nsniN rionNs Nomys 

nonN3i»Ni nnnNB^iN p3 poomo^N ppioaiiN aopa }n Nnn Nanay sav o^h 

n»3n rionNaijN ^i''- n^Ni Nno3n no3n nnnNBi5N 'h'* »'i^N pidb^n ^yaaa 
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Tbanslation. 

. . . but the whole [Rabbanite] community is agreed upon this 
... on account of Lev. xi. 1 1 (end), which has the same meaning as 
the beginning of the verse, embodying a caution not to eat it, and to 
avoid being defiled by it. The Rabbinical inteqiretation of this injunc- 
tion includes the prohibition of trading in such objects \ This is the 
meaning of ISpETI. Thp term pp''B' is not used really colloquially for 
ordinary purposes, but employed (on this occasion) by the Torah^ 
As the word J'pC occurs in verse 10 an explanation of its meaning is 
required. This is given in the next verse, and not only conveys the 
prohibition to eat the flesh of the animals in question, but also indi- 
cates the full meaning of the term. The word ISpttTl, therefore, does 
not fully express the interpretation given to it; viz. the Rabbinic 
prohibition of trading in these things. The prohibition is, therefore, 
repeated in verse 12, and serves to prohibit trading in unclean fish 
which has been caught alive, the prohibition of its dead body having 
been enjoined in verse 11. 11733 is, as is well known, carrion. 
Verse 12, therefore, repeats and reaffirms the prohibition of trading 
in the same. There are eight things which may not be used in com- 
merce, four of them on account of the lofty uses [to which they are 
applied], and four on account of their meanness. The first of the 
former group comprises sacred objects, concerning which the Sages 
say : One may not [traffic with them]. This refers to gold and money 
hallowed, and is illustrated by 2 Chron. xxiv. 10 ; 2 Kings xii. 11, 
and ibid., verse 5. The treasurer is forbidden to do business with such 
money, even if he gives the interest to the sanctuary, and does not 
enrich himself by it. The reason is, because this belongs to God, 
who is extolled above profit and enlargement, being the king of the 
heavens and the earth, as is written in Haggai ii. 8. The second item 
is charity money, which must not be used for gain, even if the revenue 
is abundantly given to the poor. The reason is that while the trea- 
surer does business with the money a person might require some for 
Fol. I his family, but would be debarred from it. Should the needy person 
verso, be in prison, he would have to remain there a day or an hour too long 
till he can ransom himself — an iniquitous proceeding. If he were 
hungry, or naked, he would be left in this condition, which is 
equally sinful. The third item includes firstborn [animals] ' and 

» Sifra, ch. Ill, 5. 

' The Plel of ypw is a denominativum from ypTO, cf. Cesenius-Bufal, s. v. 

' See Mishnah Skebuoth, VII, 3. 
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tithes which, on account of some blemish, are unsuitable for offerings, 
but are eaten as ordinary food, according to Deut. xv. 22. Their 
owners eat them after having redeemed the firstborn from the priest, 
but it is not lawful to trade in them, nor to cut them up in the 
market to sell by weight. The fourth item is the "produce of 
the seventh year," which God has given us free permission to eat as 
much as we want', as I shall explain in connexion with Lev. xxv. 8. 
Whatever portion of this a person takes he must not trade in it, 
because it is given free for eating purposes only. 

The second group comprises carrion, flesh torn to pieces, and all 
kinds of vermin ^ the purchase of which God has permitted, but not 
their use as articles of commerce. Deut. xiv. 21 means : " I permit 
thee to sell [the carcass of an animal] which it was thy intention to 
eat had it not been for an accident which prevented this ; but I will 
not allow thee to trade in it." D''SpB' are dead fish, as explained in 
Lev. xi. II. CB^") comprises all that crawl, and are forbidden to be 
eaten, as is stated in Lev. xi. 43 '. 

Erroneous, however, is the view of the opponent that the verse 
Lev. xi. II forbids the touching a dead fish, and as if this were not 
enough, he compares the carcass of a dead fowl with it, and forbids the 
touching of it, because the term pp'^B' is applied to both, although this 
only refers to eating, as in Lev. xi. 13, One might refute him by asking 
how the term y\^^, when applied to a fish, could include the prohibition 
of touching it, neither more nor less. This would not only exclude 
trading in it, but would render unclean any one who touches it, and 
would force him to wash his garments. If he objects that the prohi- Fol. a 
bition of trading is not mentioned in the law in connexion with recto, 
other things, the reply is that such is also the case with regard to 
touching, so that no bath is necessary in consequence of it. This 
should prove irrefutable for him. Now if we allow his view that it 
is forbidden to touch the carcass of a fish, one might ask him how 
he can compare a fowl with it. If he says that they are both referred 
to in pp't?, the answer would be that when applied to the " eight 
vermin " this term only forbids the eating of them, as in Lev. xi. 43, 

Besides these eight and smaller kinds of vermin the term YV^ 
also includes the worm and flea. According to that person's view the 
ant and flea should defile him who "touches or carries" them, as 
the " eight vermin ", comprised under pp^B', do. Also the carcass of 
a wild animal would be as defiling as that of cattle, because the term 

^ *onip can be read «3n"p " our power," or wmp " our food." 

" Mishnah Shehuoth, ibid. 

' This quotation is mixed up with Lev. xx. 25. 
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KDD is applied to both. For the same reason a person unclean for 
one day only would be in the same condition as a person of running 
issue, because no external difference exists between pp''{J' in one case 
or in the other, as between one riNDta and another. Now if he . . ., 
he forsakes his own reason as well as the holy text and the general 
consensus, whilst contradicting his own paragraphs. If, on the other 
hand, he ... he contradicts himself. Now this man endeavours to 
prove that the carrion of a fowl does not defile, but it leads him to 
the view that the gnat and flea are unclean. He thus clearly contra- 
dicts himself when he says that a dying fish is forbidden food because 
it is called n?2i in the Law. By my life, if a clean fish is called n?33, 
then it belongs to those things which it is forbidden to eat. We 
admit that the verse Deut. xiv. 21 has a general meaning, but the 
term ri73i is applied to the unclean fish, as in [the beginning of] 
Lev. xi. n. This shows that the unclean fish is forbidden both when 
dying [a natural death] or caught [alive]. The best we can say, 
without settling the matter, is that were the clean fish forbidden 
when dead then there was no necessity to forbid the dead unclean 
fish. The fact that the carcass of an unclean fish is forbidden for 
food shows that the dead clean fish is lawful to be eaten. This comes 
Fol. 2 very near speculative reasoning. Now what is one to say concerning 
verso, a person who, from ignorance, exchanges the arguments of the lawful 
and unlawful. We assert that a fish killed by a blow on the neck is 
permitted to eat, not on account of an argument, but by tradition. 
This man also imagines that no fish is lawful for food unless caught 
by a co-religionist, but such assertion heaps error upon error in two 
ways: (i) Pish, in his opinion, requires "gathering in" as stated in 
Num. xi. 22. (2) He draws a conclusion from cattle, and says that as 
little as a Gentile's slaughtering renders [the animal] lawful for food, 
so little may one eat from what he catches, because [in the verse 
quoted] " slaughtering " and " gathering in " are both followed by 
the word "for them." The first thing to be said in exposing his 
error is the following : if we make an animal slaughtered by a 
Gentile unlawful for food this is not so on account of the argument 
advanced by him [the Qaraite opponent], because his argument is 
nearer . . . ^ if it is known that a thing is done for certain people, 
the meaning of it is that some one else does it for them, the person 
who makes that statement not sharing in the work. He only tells 
them to do it for themselves, as in Num. xv. 38; i Sam. xxvi. 12. 
When he now says that this is not a necessary consequence we know 
that they do it for themselves, but the meaning of " they do it for 

^ Unintelligible passage. 
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themselves " can be that they have some one else who works /or them. 
This is not impossible, particularly if it is expressed [in a passive 
form], viz. " it is done for them." If they are not alluded to at all 
as the doers the possibility that they do it themselves is very remote. 
How can this be a proof that no one else but they can be the doers. 
In Exod. xxviii. 42 we read : " Thou shalt make for them," &c., but it is 
not intended that they shall make the breeches, but someone else 
for them. The verse Num. iv. 26, said with regard to the Levites, does 
not mean that they shall do it, but the priests shall arrange it for 
them. If the people had no other proof for the prohibition of an 
animal slaughtered by a Grentile than that advanced by this man it 
would, on the basis of [the words] " shall be slain," come very near 
to being permitted. 

Returning to truthful tradition, we find that, with the foregoing 
explanation and the failure of Qnp to render slaughtering by a 
Gentile a forbidden act, it also fails to inhibit the "gathering in 
[of fish] " by a Gentile. Now even if we admit that the two tiTV Fol. 3 
in Num. xi. 22 lead us to assume that the action refers to the persons recto, 
alluded to, no prohibition can be derived from them, because the 
verse contains neither commandment nor prohibition, but only a 
question by Moses. He, however, who considers a question to be 
equal to a command or prohibition commits an egregious error. A 
phrase is either (i) a question, (2) a statement, (3) a command or 
prohibition, (4) a request, (5) a vocative. Since it is clear that the 
character of each of these classes differs from that of the other, only 
an ignorant person, unfamiliar with the rules of speech, can mix up 
statement with command. Now, even if we allow him to take a 
statement for a command, however faulty this would be, we must 
say that the word ^DN'' only describes the customary manner [of 
catching fish], but contains no regulation. Sheep and cattle, on the 
other hand, require slaughtering, because they are domestic animals, 
which is not the case with fish. Hence the appropriateness of the 
term " gathering in " for the manner of procuring the latter. This 
instance is parallel to Lev. xvii. 13, which entails no regulation, but 
if some one would buy or would be given a wild animal or a bird 
their blood would have to be covered. In the Torah the customary 
term is employed, because wild birds and animals are mainly taken 
possession of by catching them far away from human dwellings. The 
term SjON* must be taken in a similar sense. 

Now even if we wished to follow him (Aaan) in the opinion that 
^DK^ entails a regulation analogous to that of slaughtering cattle, 
as he says, analogous cases would force him to seek refuge in aban- 
doning the point which they have in common, which is that both 
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" gathering in " and slaughtering not only must be performed with 
the assistance of an instrainent, but [the ritual killing must be done] 
on a [certain] visible part of the body. For na''DN there are various 
methods, some of which are lawful, whilst others are forbidden, just 
Fol. 3 as is the case with slaughtering. Consequently he considers all these 
verso, things are either incumbent, or he resumes his own reason with the 
contradiction it entails. Then follows [in the TorSh] the regulation 
concerning birds lawful or unlawful for food, chap. xi. 13-23 ^ 

We have rendered the meanings of these twenty [names of] birds 
as enumerated by the Torah, and derive from them the information 
that the number of clean birds is larger than that of the unclean 
ones. Now although we translated these twenty names as we had 
learned them, if one of these [birds] fell into our hands we should 
not be able to verify it by its name, much less those only alluded 
to in the words "by their kind," which occurs three times ^. This 
shows that there are still other forbidden species not included in 
the twenty. The expert must go by some distinguishing marks by 
means of which he can find the difference between the forbidden 
birds and those lawful for food, just as is the case with cattle and fish. 
On examining this point we do not find that reasoning could 
provide us with any such mark. If we fix upon a mark which we 
find in a pigeon, which is undoubtedly lawful for food, we would not 
be in a position (?) to consider this mark better than any other, or 
both alike, till all characteristics are united, but without relying upon 
a special one. A consideration of this kind induced Moses to give 
the people marks for the distinction of the clean bird, and these were 
handed down by the Sages in the following manner [HuJUn, fol. 61 
recfo] : The bird which has a fourth claw, a gullet, a crop which 
can be peeled out, and does not tear [its food] with its claw whilst 
eating, is clean. There are thus four marks of cleanliness in the 
bird — (i) a fourth claw, (2) a gullet, (3), a crop which can easily be 
Fol. 4 peeled out, (4) it does not tear [its food]. No bird may be eaten 
recto, unless it shows these four marks, of which one, viz. that it does not 
tear, is indispensable. This means that it stretches its claws out 
without bending them, because it bends them when preparing to 
tear. If one of the other three marks is combined with this one, 
so that there only remain two, the animal would be lawful for food '. 
If it has a gullet and does not tear, although the fourth claw is 
missing and the gullet cannot be peeled out ; or if the fourth claw 
is there, but does not tear, whilst the other two marks are absent, or 
if the crop allows itself to be peeled out, but the bird does not 

' Ed. Derenbourg, p. 157. ' v. 14-16. 

' See MuUin, fol. 65 recto. 
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tear, whilst the two other marks are missing, or anything similar, 
the bird may be eaten. Our forefathers have handed down a Prophetic 
tradition that of all the twenty birds mentioned only the eagle is 
without any of these four marks {RulUn, ibid.), whilst the sea-eagle 
and the Anqa^ have one. The raven has two marks, and the remain- 
ing sixteen have three, and it is only on account of their habit of 
tearing that God forbade us to eat them. Hence the decisive mark 
[of a clean bird] is that it does not tear. With this mark another is 
required to make two. God has ordained the offering of animals of 
tame habits, and only these are clean to be eaten ; but those with 
canine teeth, claws, ferocity, and tearing habits have been denied 
this privilege, not for any fault of their own, such being their nature, 
but in order to teach us that modest men are preferable to sinful 
ones. God compared sinful and wicked people to birds tearing their 
prey in the following passages : Jer. xlix. 22 ; Deut. xxviii. 49 ; 
Zech. V. 9. He compared them to lions and [other] wild beasts in 
the following passages : Jer. v. 6 ; Ps. Iviii. 7 ; Job iv. 10, ii ; Ps. Ivii. 5. 
On the other hand, he compared the pious to tame animals in Fol. 4 
Isa. V. 17, which is to be interpreted as follows: "And they^ shall verso, 
pasture the lambs as usual, whilst the fat lands shall be eaten by 
those who dwell in them." I translate 013*13 analogously to the 
Targum [of Onkelos] to Gen. xxi. 18', and explain D''no T\\TV\ 
by "fat lands", because I find that [dry] land is called nain 
in Gen. vii. 22. In Neh. ix. 35 the word stands in connexion with 
fat. For the name of the land mentioned there the word " fat " is 

used. I, therefore, use the words " fat land " for DTlD flUin The 

pious are further alluded to in Mai. iii. 20 ; Isa. Ix. 8 ; Hos. xi. 1 1 — 
praised be he who loves justice in the land of injustice and oppres- 
sion. God commanded us to make use of these classes of animals 
and birds for sacrifices because they are [the tokens of] his com- 
passion and bounty to mankind. These also he has not burdened * 
with the toil of roaming the wilderness. This [explanation] is also 
possible. 

A certain heretic imagines that the cock and its kind are unlawful 
for food, although they possess aU four marks [of cleanliness]. Were 

^ n'2i»n,v. 13. Np»(UiJLc) is by Arab authors employed for the griffin. 

" In his translation of this verse (ed. Derenbourg, p. 8) Sa'adyah 
consistently places at the head of the verse dnj'js fjfi "chaste men.'' 
In the fragment the translation is strictly literal, but Sa'adyah had 
evidently the other translation in his mind. «rm» (nna) is probably not 
a variation of khdn'SS, but a literal translation. 

» -1311 "he led." 

* I read nnD'i3', although DiTdW' might give a tolerable sense. 



158 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

it possible that one thing is more lawful than another this should 
apply to the cock, but one cannot speak of the higher or lower 
degree of the lawfulness of two objects. If this heretic be asked for 
his proof he would mention that the dove spits out water and feeds 
its young with its bill, whilst the cock does not do so. In reply one 
might tell him that he who considers these as decisive characteristics 
of cleanliness, even regardless of the fourth claw and the two crops, 
will find no diiference in this matter; but he cannot satisfy us till 
he acknowledges (?) that these two marks which he has in his mind 
can never be marks of cleanliness or uncleanliness either. This 
means that the marks which decide the lawfulness or unlawfulness 
[of a bird] must only be physical, but not habitual ones. For 
physical marks are always perceptible, whilst habitual ones are 
Fol. s visible at times and invisible at others. We known that the cloven 
recto, feet and chewing the cud, which includes absence of the upper molar 
teeth, are two physical marks [of cleanliness], as are fins and scales 
on the fish. The " legs above the feet " form a mark on small 
winged animals. On the other hand, the marks of [clean] birds 
must also be physical. The physical marks, as handed down by our 
ancestors, are the [fourth] claw, the maw, the crop, and the gentle 
use of the foot which does not tear. Now these heretics come with 
habitual marks only, which have nothing in common with those 
mentioned in the Torah. Another argument against their theory is 
that the tearing habit is found in the young animal as well as in the 
old, male as well as female, which is not the case with the marks 
they uphold. Common sense demands that old and young, male and 
female, should have the same marks, to show the divine purpose. 
The marks [handed down on behalf] of our forefathers, are alike in 
all animals. Thus we have laid bare the detrimental opinion of 
these people. Any one more foolish than they would assert [that] 
the Torah forbids every bird except the pigeon and turtle-dove, and 
derives his argument from the Biblical statement that Noah sacri- 
ficed only clean birds (Gen. viii. 20), and that God would therefore 
accept only animals prescribed by him. These, as we find, are only 
the pigeon and turtle-dove, and we know that there are no clean 
birds except these two. 

In reply to this, I argue that this person overlooked the words 
" from every clean beast." This man admits that there are " clean 
beasts " mentioned out of which Noah selected none for sacrifices, 
viz. those enumerated in Deut. xiv. 5. He does not, however, deny 
that there were clean birds not preferred by Noah, viz. the cock, 
the duck, &c. If he does not know that what relates to the beasts 
also relates to the birds this is an egregious error, and, what is worse 
still, an intentional distortion. 
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Now when advancing such a theory he must draw one of the fol- Fol. 5 
lowing four conclusions : (i) He imagines that Noah sacrificed all verso, 
clean beasts as well as clean birds. In this case God would have 
accepted offerings of animals not admitted by him for such pur- 
poses. (2) No beast is clean, in his opinion, except those admissible 
for sacrifice. This, however, would contradict the verse Deut. xiv. 
4 sq. (3) There are many clean birds as well as beasts unfit for 
sacrifice. It is here that we have him in difficulties. (4) He should 
come to the conclusion that in Gen. viii. 20 only some beasts, but all 
birds are spoken of. If he so decides, he destroys the reasoning 
method from which he derives assistance for his opinion, because 
the Holy Writ puts clean beasts and clean birds on a level ; for if 
this were not the case they would allow no analogy. I should like 
to know how (else) they covdd be written to form an analogy. Is 
there anything that calls for an analogy louder than this [verse] ? 
In his desire for innovation he did not consider the consequences, 
or he did, but does not mind them. Not satisfied with this, he gains 
his desired object (?)*, contradicting his own argument, by making the 
following distinction ; Of winged insects (fjivn J'lB') those " with legs 
above their feet " are lawful to eat, although unfit for sacrifice, but 
prior to this he had stated that birds and winged insects were on 
a par, as he expressed it : " It forms one class." If . . ., he contra- 
dicts his own argument by making such an exception, although he 
may think to find safety in the same. One might point out to him : 
If thou findest fault [with the theory] that " winged insects " consist 
of many species and are all lawful food, though unfit for offerings, 
thou contradictest thy former statement that no bird is clean unless 
fit for offering. As a consequence he cannot help admitting one of 
the three following cases: (i) He must assume that all locusts are 
forbidden for the reason acknowledged by him. This, however, 
would contradict the verse Lev. xi. 22. (2) He admits that locusts 
are lawful food in accordance with the Bible. This, however, would 
contradict his own argument, since he had previously admitted that 
locusts are permitted, though unfit for offerings. (3) He maintains 
both his argument and the Biblical regulation, which would mean 
that locusts are permitted and forbidden at the same time; the 
former on account of the divine command, the latter on account of 
his argument. Is this not extreme folly ? 

Concerning the subject of locusts various points must be considered : Fol. 6 
Firstly, the verses Lev. xi. 21, 22 convey to us that not all locusts recto, 
with " legs above their feet " are lawful food. We follow in this 
matter the [oral] explanation given by Moses who, according to 

* Perhaps fto'D: " precious object." 
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tradition, taught four distinguishing marks, viz. (i) four feet, (2) 
four wings, (3) legs above the feet, (4) wings covering the larger part 
of the body. This is expressed in the Mishnah {HulKn, III, 7) as 
follows: four feet, four wings, legs and wings covering the larger 
part of the body. It is for this reason that verse 22 specifies the 
more general statement of verse 21. 

Secondly. The word H? (verse 21) is spelt like the negative k?. 
This is explained by the Sages ^ that there exists a species of locusts 
of which only the young have (jointed) legs, but not the old. This 
is alluded to in k?, meaning: although they have lost them, but 
as they had them once they are lawful food. A similar case is 
Lev. XXV. 30, as we shall explain, as well as all other cases of N? 
for )•). The meaning is . . . , why are four verses (20-23) required 
to discuss the winged creeping things ? It is because there are 
four kinds . . . unlawful, but the fourth is lawful. Small winged 
creeping things without legs [above their feet] are forbidden as in 
Deut. xiv. 19, where feet are not mentioned at all. Animals with 
four feet upon which they cannot walk are forbidden on account of 
Lev. xi. 20 *, except those with legs above their feet and other dis- 
tinguishing marks recorded by ti-adition, which has laid down that 
such animals, like fish, require no [ritual] slaughtering, nor "gathering 
together," but are lawful food, provided they do not live and move 
about. 

[Here follows the translation of the verses 24-28.] 

I will first reproduce our forefathers' explanation of this group 
of verses, and afterwards give an account of the Qaraite opinion. 
In Rabbinic conception the words INDUn H^N^I convey that all 
unclean animals, both domestic and wild, are on a par, whether 
parting the hoof but not clovenfooted, or clovenfooted but not 
chewing the cud, or neither the one nor the other : to all of these 
one rule applies, viz. that he who touches them is unclean in his 
person, but if he carries them his garments also are unclean, as 
stated in the verses 24 and 25. In our opinion there is no difference 
whether he carries part of their carcass or the whole of it, when once 
it is as large as an olive. 

The meaning of [the b in] INDDH rhi6 and n»n3n '?:ih is, in my 
opinion, that of }t3, as in Num. xxi. 21 and Lev. xxiii. 27, and similar 
cases, The five verses of the group (verses 24-28) form, in our con- 
ception, one topic which cannot be divided or allow two different 

^ Talmud HuUin, fol. 65 recto. 
' Misquotation. 
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rulings. The kernel of the injunction is expressed in the verses 29 
and 27, because they comprehend tame as well as wild animals. The 
opening verse (24) states that he who touches them shall be [per- 
sonally] unclean, or he who " beareth aught of the carcass of them 
shall wash his clothes." The concluding verses repeat the same 
injunction, but it does not follow that we should connect verse 26 
with verses 24-25, and verse 27 with 28, and so obtain two different 
injunctions . . . 

Haetwig Hiksohfeld. 
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